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Martin Shackelford 
216 N. Webster #2 
Saginaw Ml 48602 
(517) 792-5488 
mshack@juno.com 
mshack@concentric.net 

Monday, February 16, 1998 



Dear Hal, 

I must apologize for not responding much sooner to your letter. I’ve had two 
very bad colds in the past month, and Jim Fetzer has tied me up a bit with some 
heated exchanges on the Internet. Failing argument, and insisting that I was 
“UNTRUSTWORTHY,” he resorted to comparing me to “a scum-sucking pig,” 
and when that didn't back me off, he announced that, in his “learned” opinion, I 
was “an agent of disinformation.” Lisa Pease, of course, announced that she 
hadn’t made up her mind about whether I was or wasn’t. What a zoo! 

The holidays went well, and, yes, my compulsive JFK book purchasing led 
me to acquire the Twyman and Fetzer volumes. 

I thought the Twyman chapter on the Zapruder film was almost totally 
lacking in content, and completely lacking in any convincing evidence. He cites 
experts on things other than alteration, then uses them to imply support for 
alteration. Only one expert is cited on alteration, and he seems to have been 
shown only two Z frames, and drawn a ridiculous conclusion from them. 

As for the Mantik and Jack White Zapruder material, I was exposed to most 
of it at Lancer 96, and additional bits in e-mails after that, and found it 
unconvincing. The few items added since are no more compelling. Fetzer, of 
course, is acting like the case is proven and closed, and that anyone who 
disagrees is aligned with the Forces of Darkness. Several people have told me 
recently that they have given up even trying to communicate with the man. 

I will look forward to your articles on the subject. As to your questions: 

1 ) I haven’t done a wiggle study of any of the films. As we know the frame 

equivalents of Nix and Muchmore at the head shot, roughly matching the films 
would not be difficult, but I don’t have full frame sets of slides for those films 
(though I do have 8mm copies), and only one full frame copy from the 
Bronson film Elm Street sequence Gust acquired). Looking at the Nix and 
Muchmore films on CD-ROM, I don’t see any wiggles on the Nix film — it’s a 
remarkably smooth pan once the camera is initially aimed correctly. Blurring in 
Muchmore seems to be associated with difficulty maintaining a smooth pan at 
the telephoto setting; the only anomalous blurring seems to occur just after 
the head shot frame, and even that may only be coincidence. Those filming 
farther from the limousine don’t seem to have reacted as strongly to the shots 
as did Zapruder, consistent with accounts by witnesses indicating that it took 
a while to realize what was happening. As for Weigman, I have selected 
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frames in slide form, and an 8mm copy of the film, but haven’t studied the full 
film in detail. 

2) In Z-314 and 315, it appears that JFK’s hair rises up briefly. It may also be 
happening in 313, but obscured by the spray. 

3) I haven’t been convinced of a shot after 313, either, though there seem to be 
a number of witnesses reporting one later. There are a number of problems 
with Mantik’s other points: 

a) Reliance on eyewitnesses that the limousine stopped, when many said it 
didn’t stop. This makes it necessary to argue that ALL of the films have 
been altered, not just Zapruder, and some are arguing this now. Michael 
Parks just made the claim that numerous frames have been removed from 
the Nix film to make it match the Zapruder film. He finds, however, random 
frame removal, which is insupportable, as one of the things Twyman 
discovered from his experts was that random frame removal didn’t occur 
with the Zapruder film (therefore, no alteration or every second or third 
or whatever frame removed, in a consistent pattern); thus Parks’ theory on 
the Nix film WOULDN’T match it to the Zapruder film. The idea that the 
specific movements of JFK’s head after the head shot can be more reliably 
determined from eyewitnesses than from the films is sheer lunacy. As for 
debris in the air, the film shows this, until it becomes to attenuated to 
register on 8mm film at that resolution. Doesn’t mean it isn’t still there, just 
that it is too dispersed to show up. Eyewitnesses are also not a good 
source on limousine speed — especially as there is full film coverage from 
Houston Street to the Underpass which allows accurate calculations of 
this — unless, of course, even more films (Hughes, Towner, Martin, Bell) 
were altered — it becomes absurd. The claim that Zapruder began filming 
at the top of Elm Street is contradicted by everyone who saw the film at an 
early stage — even Erwin Schwartz, often cited by alterationists as a key 
witness, said the version he saw in “JFK” was consistent with what he 
remembered. As for JFK raising his hand, he does this in Z-318 to 321, 
and it may be this motion that is being reported, if somewhat inaccurately. 

b) It is quite possible that there are things visible in the original film that didn't 
copy well, and this may account for some of the confusion, as everything 
we’ve seen has been several generations from the original. Probably the 
best copies we have are from the Groden and Lifton 35mm copies, and we 
have only video copies of those, which would be degraded resolution. 

c) I haven’t found any conflicts between the Z-film and other films and 
photos. Jack White attempted to claim this by comparing segments of the 
Z film to photos taken AT DIFFERENT TIMES, and noting discrepancies. 
When comparing a segment to a photo taken at the same time, there is no 
difference. The supposed discrepancies between Zapruder and Nix are 
simple misinterpretations of the films, not sufficiently taking into account 
point of view of each camera, and foreshortening effects. The fact that NO 
photographic evidence shows Chaney passing the limo indicates, not 
alteration of all the evidence, but the unreliability of basing timing 
estimates on witness memories. These are the kinds of things on which 
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witnesses are the least reliable. Timing during a rapid-occurring event 
is nearly impossible to be accurate about. As for the statement that the 
Muchmore film was cut or mutilated at the frame that showed the moment 
of the head shot, that simply isn't true— the damaged frames are the ones 
just before and just after the head shot frame (equivalents to 31 3 and 
314). The one equivalent to 313 is somewhat discolored, but undamaged, 
d) The fact that our interpretations of the film differ from those upon which 
the December and May re-enactments were based doesn’t really tell us 
anything about the film, only about the early theories of when and where 
the shots occurred. The one detail that is correct is that the early FBI 
reconstruction clearly used the Babushka lady’s film, and incorrectly 
identified it as the Nix film. The measurements are quite definite on this. 
The weakest basis for alteration of the film are “internal inconsistencies,” 
as Mantik doesn’t know enough about 8mm film to offer a useful opinion 
in this area. The “superhuman” Greer head turns are nonsense — 
Twyman’s calculations were wrong. The blood spray isn't visible in only 
one frame, but in at least four, 313-316, and perhaps in more in clearer 
copies of the film. Dispersal makes it invisible to the film after that point. 
Ridiculous comparisons to test footage in which white paint (in larger 
quantity) was used are meaningless. The “plus sign” is not “remarkably 
symmetric,” and is an artifact on the film. The “soaring bird” is most likely 
an impression made by the film advance mechanism. Everyone seems to 
interpret streaking differently, so it’s difficult to take a new interpretation 
of that very seriously. As for the “white spot,” Mantik has gone from 
saying it was added to the film (until it was shown to be in Bothun 5 — 
Cecil Jones pointed this out, but Mantik gives the credit to his co- 
contributor Jack White, who apparently failed to credit Jones), to 
saying that it behaves anomalously. As a piece of Polaroid backing, 
subject to the wind, apparently shape shifting wouldn’t be surprising — 
the paper would vary from edge-on to face-on randomly, and its 
relationship to the camera would vary as well. The “magnification 
anomalies” chart on p. 320 looks like a mapping of the Stemmons sign 
passing into the extreme edges of the lens, with consequent distortion. 

It wouldn’t surprise me if LIFE let Zapruder keep the original footage of 
his grandson, as they had a copy of the complete film. 

The idea that the original film was shot at 48 fps is one of the more 
ludicrous suggestions — that much difference in speed would be very 
apparent. Just think, for a moment, how obvious it is when a 16 fps or 
18 fps film is projected at 24 fps. How much MORE obvious would a 
48 fps film be, projected at 18 fps. If half of the frames were removed, 
we have 24 fps projected at 18 fps, still a very noticeable difference. A 
combination of mental gymnastics and ignorance of film special effects 
techniques (picking up fragments of information out of context) renders 
the remaining arguments worthless. 

4) Although less is visible in the Zapruder film, due to the positions of the 
sprocket holes, and the film edge, than in the Nix film, what can be seen of 




Bothun 5 
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Hill's movements in Zapruder matches Nix frame for frame. 

5) I understand that Randy Robertson and Joe Riley both question Mantik’s 

optical densitometry conclusions. 

6) Apparently Mantik has done experiments creating fake X-rays, but makes the 
too-large logical leap that if it CAN be done it WAS done. Apparently, he’s 
been learning too much new “logic” from Fetzer. 



I hope all this has been of some help, Hal. 
Regards, Martin 



Here are some things I’ve done using the computer recently: 




Dallas CIA agent 
J. Walton Moore, 
courtesy Gaeton Fonzi 




Limo location at Z-133 




This shows the direction of matter 
from JFK’s head relative to the 
position of the head itself, rather than 
relative to the film frame or to the 
limousine. Relative to the head, it 
mostly goes upward and rearward. 




Lovelady’s matching shirt patterns 
in the Martin and Hughes film — Jack 
White says it’s not Oswald, but he’s 
still unconvinced it’s Lovelady. 




Rear head wound margin at Z-317 






